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They have, to date, received pledges
for nearly all of the estimated $3 mil-
lion it will take to replace the library
at Columbine High School. Other pend-
ing pledges could bring them close to
the full amount they need to replace
this scene of horror with one of hope.
This is just one outstanding example of
a community pulling together in a
grassroots effort to lift itself up free of
governmental intervention and regula-
tion. I would encourage every Amer-
ican capable of sharing to help all of
the families whose lives were abruptly
and forever changed by the events at
Columbine in whatever way they can.

Mr. President, there is good and evil
present among us in human nature. We
never know when we will be faced with
either. I pray no family has ever to
face the sadness and grief visited on
the victims and the families of those in
Columbine High School one year ago
today. I also pray that peace comes to
all of our families through the gentle
spirit of all the victims taken from us
in Columbine High School, and those
who will live with the pain caused that
day. That spirit lives on in all of us and
has been best described by the students

and community of Littleton who
proudly proclaim: *“We are Col-
umbine.”’

————

CARHART V. STENBERG

Mr. KERREY. Mr. President, on April
25, 2000 the United States Supreme
Court will hear arguments in the
Carhart v. Stenberg case. As a lifelong
Nebraskan, I have received several re-
quests to take a prominent public posi-
tion with regard to this case, including
a request that I file an amicus brief,
also known as a ‘‘friend of the court”
brief in this case. I am honored by
these requests, but remain determined
not to become officially involved in
this case before the Supreme Court. I
have come to believe that active in-
volvement in matters before the
courts, particularly the U.S. Supreme
Court, would be an ineffective use of
the power of the Senate office which I
hold in trust for all Nebraskans.

However, I do not want my silence
and absence from these amicus briefs
to be mistaken for something that it is
not. Because I have had several oppor-
tunities as a Nebraska Senator to de-
bate this issue, and because this land-
mark case before the Supreme Court
affects Nebraskans directly, I feel com-
pelled to explain to Nebraskans my
thoughts on this important issue.

On September 24, 1999, the Highth
Circuit Court of Appeals upheld a Ne-
braska district court decision that a
Nebraska statute banning a medical
procedure commonly known as ‘‘par-
tial-birth abortion’” 1is unconstitu-
tional. The appellate court sustained
the decision on the grounds that the
Nebraska law creates an undue burden
on women seeking abortions.

It is my sincere belief that the Eight
Circuit’s decision should be sustained.
In sum, the law adopted by the State of
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Nebraska (LB 23, June 9, 1997) is too
vague to be enforced without placing
an undue burden on a woman making
this difficult choice. The Supreme
Court should uphold the Eighth Cir-
cuit’s decision because this law bans
procedures commonly used for second
trimester abortions and will affect any
Nebraska doctor who performs either
the D&E (dilation and evacuation) or
D&X (dilation and extraction) proce-
dure. This statute makes the act of
performing legal medical procedures a
Class III felony (up to 20 years in jail)
and subjects a participating physician
to the loss of his or her license.

Each year, five thousand women in
Nebraska, with the help and counsel of
their loved ones, their doctors and
their clergy, face the very difficult de-
cision to end a pregnancy. None of us
believe that they make their decision
lightly. They are guided by their moral
beliefs and by the previous decisions of
the Supreme Court giving elected
State and Federal officials a legal
foundation upon which to effectuate,
and in some cases limit, the scope of
their choices.

The central problem with the Ne-
braska law is that legislators made no
attempt to abide by previous Court de-
cisions. Called the ‘‘Partial Birth Abor-
tion Ban’ by its sponsors, the bill has
been inaccurately characterized as
“banning certain late term abortions.”
In reality, the bill does not concern
itself with late term abortions—neither
curbing them nor banning them—which
the Court gives lawmakers the capac-
ity to do. Instead the bill seeks to ban
a medical procedure used to end a preg-
nancy without reference to when that
procedure is used. Moreover, it bans a
medical intervention that is very dif-
ficult to define with the precision need-
ed under law to give both doctors and
those who enforce the law the guidance
they need.

Given this uncertainty, the Eighth
Circuit Court of Appeals found that LLB
23 was unconstitutional. Writing for
the majority, former Chief Judge Rich-
ard Arnold explained that it created an
undue burden on women because, in
many instances, it would ban the most
common and safest procedure for sec-
ond-trimester abortions. The Court
pointed out that the term ‘‘partial
birth abortion’ has ‘“‘no fixed medical
or legal content” and that the Ne-
braska statute is too broad.

Most second and third-term abor-
tions occur in situations where a
woman would have preferred, indeed
desperately wanted, to carry the baby
full term. The doctor made a rec-
ommendation based upon a threat to
the life and health of the mother if the
pregnancy were to continue. A law like
Nebraska’s would make doctors who
perform this procedure liable for pros-
ecution, with penalties that include
loss of their license to practice medi-
cine and time in jail. The threat of
these penalties could result in physi-
cians choosing not to treat women
with a history of high-risk pregnancies.
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We are wrong to presume that women
no longer die during child birth or
abortion. Medical science has reduced
but not eliminated the risk associated
with either. We must not deny women
their ability to freely choose to under-
g0 an abortion, or the access to physi-
cian care necessary to ensure their
safety.

Freedom of choice in reproductive
decision-making is a constitutional
guarantee established by this Court
with limitations. Nebraska’s law fun-
damentally ignores the limitations al-
lowed and not allowed by the Court’s
previous decisions. If it is sustained, it
will imperil the safety and well-being
of women throughout our state. We
cannot allow misinformation to ob-
scure the broad consensus in America
that women must decide for themselves
how best to live their lives. Moreover,
it is equally important that no one be
denied the safe and appropriate med-
ical treatment necessary to make a re-
productive decision which this law
would do.

It is my hope that this statement
will help Nebraskans better understand
my position on this very important
matter.

———

PIPELINE SAFETY

Mrs. MURRAY. Mr. President, I
would like to share with my colleagues
some recent developments on the pipe-
line safety legislation I introduced two
months ago. I'm pleased to report that
in the past week, we’ve made a lot of
progress.

About 10 months have passed since a
gasoline pipeline in Bellingham, Wash-
ington ruptured—spilling more than
275,000 gallons of gasoline. That pipe-
line disaster killed three young people,
and left thousands of people in my
state wondering about the safety of the
pipelines near their homes.

We can’t undo what happened in Bel-
lingham—it will never be the same.
But we can make sure that what hap-
pened in Bellingham doesn’t happen
anywhere else.

There are 2.2 million miles of pipe-
lines running across the country—
bringing us the energy we need to fuel
our cars and heat our homes. They run
near our schools, houses and commu-
nities. We have a responsibility to
make sure these pipelines are safe. And
it is clear that the current laws are not
sufficient.

That’s why I introduced my pipeline
safety bill back in January. Since that
time, I have been meeting with the Ad-
ministration, with Senators, safety of-
ficials, citizen groups, and industry
representatives.

This week, I spoke at a national con-
ference on pipeline safety here in
Washington, D.C. It was hosted by the
National Pipeline Reform Coalition,
SAFE Bellingham, and the Cascade Co-
lumbia Alliance.

I can tell you that people all across
the country are following this issue
closely, they understand the problem,
and they are calling for action.
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